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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-67 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,636,845 to Chau et al. (hereinafter "Chau") in view of 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0047372 by Gorelik et al. (hereinafter 
"Gorelik"). Applicants have amended independent claims 1, 28, 34, and 61 to further 
articulate novel aspects. New claims 68-72 have been added. Claims 1 1, 30, 44, and 62 have 
been cancelled. Claims 12-15 and 45-48 have been amended simply to bring them into 
conformity with the amendments made to independent claims 1 and 34. The dependencies of 
claims 3 1 and 63 have been amended only in response to the cancellation of claims 30 and 
62. No new matter has been introduced. After entry of the amendments, claims 1-10, 12-29, 
31-43, 45-61, and 63-72 will be pending in the application. Claims 1, 28, 34, 61, and 69 are 
independent claims. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of the pending claims based on the amendments to the claims and for the reasons 
discussed below. 

Independent Claims 1, 28. 34. and 61 

On pages 3, 4, and 9-1 1 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected independent 
claims 1 and 28 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik. 
The Examiner also rejected independent claims 34 and 61 for the same reasons relied upon to 
reject independent claims 1 and 28, respectively (pages 12 and 16 of the Office Action). In 
this paper, Applicants have amended independent claims 1, 28, 34, and 61. As amended, 
independent claim 1 recites: 

1 . A method for synchronizing and updating a relational database 
containing existing data with supplemental data, the relational database having 
a set of tables defined by a relational schema, the supplemental data 
comprising formatted data having a document type definition representative of 
the relational schema and represented in a document obj e ct , the method 
comprising the steps of: 

receiving at least one proposed data update representative of the 
supplemental data from a source external to the relational database , the 
supplemental data being represented by a document object and 

propagating the received at least one proposed data update into the 
relational database in a manner which ensures compliance with both the 
relational database relational schema and the document type definition without 
requiring reloading the existing data in the relational database , said 
propagating step comprising 
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traversing the document object to determine at least one path 
ex pression identifying at least one element of the document object said at 
least one element being identified by said at least one proposed data update, 
and 

using said at least one path expression to determine relational 
identifiers of data to be updated in the relational database. (Emphasis 
illustrates the amendments to the claim.) 

Similar amendments have been made to independent claim 34. As amended, independent 
claim 28 recites: 

28. A method for both generating a relational schema for a 
relational database corresponding to a document having a document-type 
definition and data complying with the document-type definition, the 
document-type definition having content particles representative of the 
structure of the data and loading the data into the relational database in a 
manner consistent with die relational schema, the method comprising the steps 
of: 

extracting metadata representative of the document-type definition 
from the document- type definition; 

generating the relational schema from the metadata> thereby defining 
via the metadata at least one table in the relational database corresponding to 
at least one of the content particles of the document-type definition;-aad 

loading the data into the at least one table according to the relational 
schema and in a manner driven by the metadata : and 

updating the relational database with at least one proposed update 
associated with supplemental data represented by a document object said 
updating step comprising 

traversing the document object to determine at least one path 
expression identifying at least one element of the document object said at 
least one element being identified by said at least one proposed data update. 

using said at least one path expression to determine relational 
identifiers of at least a subset of the data in the relational database, and 
a pplying at least one relational operation to said at least a subset of the data in 
the relational database to update said at least a subset of the data in accordance 
with said at least one proposed update . (Emphasis illustrates the amendments 
to the claim.) 

Substantively similar amendments have been made to independent claim 61. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Chau and Gorelik, taken either alone or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest every claim limitation recited in independent claims 1, 
28, 34, and 61 as amended. For example, neither Chau nor Gorelik teach or suggest the claim 
limitation of traversing a document object to determine a path expression identifying an 
element of the document object that is identified by a proposed data update. As discussed in 
Applicants' specification, a path expression identifying an element of a document object may 
be determined by traversal of the document object (page 81, paragraph 00352 of Applicants' 
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specification). The determined path expression may then be used to propagate updates to 
data stored in a relational database (page 84, paragraphs 00366 and 00367 of Applicants' 
specification). 

In contrast, the system disclosed in Chau relies upon predefined location paths 
contained in a separate XML document referred to as a document access definition ("DAD") 
(col. 12, line 54 through col. 16, line 31, especially col. 14, lines 1-9 and col. 15 5 lines 15-16 
of Chau). Chau explicitly teaches that the DAD is user defined (col. 7, lines 57-59; col. 12, 
lines 55-59; and col. 13, lines 39-40 of Chau). More specifically, Chau states that the 
location paths in the DAD are useT defined (col. 17, lines 42-45 of Chau). Thus, Chau fails to 
teach or suggest the claim limitation of traversing a document object to determine a path 
expression identifying an element of the document object that is identified by a proposed data 
update. 

The Office Action cites Gorelik merely for an alleged disclosure of relational schema 
(page 4 of the Office Action), which disclosure does nothing to cure the deficiency of Chau 
concerning the claim limitation of traversing a document object to determine a path 
expression identifying an element of the document object that is identified by a proposed data 
update. Gorelik fails to teach or suggest this claim limitation. Thus, Chau and Gorelik, taken 
either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation of traversing a 
document object to determine a path expression identifying an element of the document 
object that is identified by a proposed data update. 

Moreover, with respect to independent claims 1 and 34, Applicants continue to 
maintain the arguments for patentability of these claims as presented in Applicants' response 
to the previous Office Action dated August 2, 2004. In particular, Applicants continue to 
object to the Examiner's reliance upon sections of Chau that are completely unrelated to 
propagating updates into a relational database. For example, to reject the claim limitation of 
propagating a proposed update into the relational database "without requiring reloading the 
existing data in the relational database,'* the Examiner continues to rely upon sections of 
Chau that have nothing to do with the updating of data in a relational database. In particular, 
the Examiner relies upon the statement "without reading document sources" as recited at 
column 17, lines 28-52 of Chau. However, this statement is made in the context of a search 
of a relational database. In the system of Chau, side tables may be searched at query time 
without having to read document sources (col. 17, lines 28-52 of Chau). The searching and 
retrieval of data in a relational database has nothing to do with propagating updates into the 
relational database because searching and updating operations are completely distinct in the 
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context of databases. 

To further illustrate this point, the Office Action states that column 2, lines 36-55 and 
col. 3, lines 6-15 of Chau teach "distributing or sharing XML elements or attributes by 
converting data stored in [a] relational database to XML documents from which the user may 
search or retrieve or select " (page 3 of the Office Action, emphasis added). Again, the 
converting of data stored in a relational database into XML documents for searching and 
retrieval is entirely different from the claim limitation of propagating data into (i.e., storing 
data in) a relational database because storing data in a database and retrieving data from a 
database are distinctly different operations. Any teaching directed to searching or retrieving 
data from a relational database cannot reasonably be relied on to reject the claim limitation of 
propagating a data update into a relational database. 

The teachings of Chau are again cited out of their context in the Examiner's reliance 
upon column 1, lines 54-62 and column 5, lines 52-65 of Chau to reject the claim limitation 
of propagating a proposed update into the relational database "without requiring reloading the 
existing data in the relational database." On page 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner 
interprets these sections of Chau as teaching that the distributing or sharing of XML elements 
or attributes by converting data stored in a relational database to XML documents 
("manipulation") is performed "without affecting the physical organization of the database" 
(page 3 of the Office Action). However, Chau's teaching of not affecting the physical 
organization of the database at col 1, lines 54-62 is limited to the context of generating 
different "views" of data to provide a particular way of looking at the database. The 
generation of different "views" of a database is entirely unrelated to the claim limitation of 
propagating data into a relational database without requiring reloading the existing data in the 
relational database because viewing a database and storing data into a database are 
completely different operations. Thus, Chau's teaching of viewing database data without 
affecting the physical organization of the database does not in any way teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of propagating data into a relational database without requiring reloading the 
existing data in the relational database. 

For the foregoing reasons, Chau and Gorelik, taken either alone or in combination, do 
not teach each and every claim limitation recited in independent claims 1 and 34. Therefore, 
in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against these claims. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of independent claims 1, 28, 34, and 61, as well as the rejections of 
their respective dependent claims (claims 2-10, 12-27, 29, 31-33, 35-43, 45-60, and 63-67), at 
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least for reasons based on their dependency from allowable independent claims 1, 28, 34, and 
61. 

The Dependent Claims Recite Patentable Subject Matter 

In additional to being allowable as claims depending from allowable independent 
claims 1, 28, 34, and 61 , the dependent claims (claims 2-10, 12-27, 29, 31-33, 35-43, 45-60, 
and 63-67) independently recite patentable subject matter. In Applicants' previous 
Amendment filed November 2, 2004, Applicants presented numerous examples of, and 
arguments for, patentable subject matter recited in the dependent claims. The Office Action 
simply repeats the same reasons for the rejections of these claims as presented in the .previous 
Office Action dated August 2, 2004, without responding to any of Applicants' arguments. 
MPEP 707.07(f) states that "[w]here the applicant traverses any rejection, the examiner 
should, if he or she repeats the rejection, take note of the applicant's argument and answer the 
substance of it.*' A failure to address Applicant's arguments on the merits is an admission 
that the statements made by the Applicant should be accepted at face value. Thus, if the 
Examiner maintains a rejection of any of the dependent claims, it is respectfully requested 
that the Examiner address the arguments that have been made in support of patentability. The 
prior arguments concerning patentability as set forth in the last response are incorporated 
herein, but have been supplemented to include, for example, support for the patentability for 
additional dependent claims. Merely by way of example, claims 3, 5, 6, 9, 14, 20*24, 26, 27, 
32, 33, 36, 38, 39, 42, 47, 53-57, 59, 60, 64, and 65-67 recite patentable subject matter for the 
reasons discussed below. 

A. Claims 3 and 36 

The Examiner rejected claims 3 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 5 and 12 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 3 and 36 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest die claim limitation 
of at least one update primitive for accomplishing the step of propagating a data update, as 
recited in claims 3 and 36. As is known in the field, primitives are basic operations supported 
by a programming language. Primitives can be combined to create more complex operations, 
which can be packaged as functions. Paragraph 00319 of the specification describes the 
atomic property of the update primitives: 'The primitives are minimal and cannot be 
divided." Chau does not even mention the word 'primitive." 

Moreover, the sections of Chau cited by the Examiner against claims 3 and 36 do not 
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teach ot disclose an update primitive for propagating a data update . In particular, the sections 
merely address transformations (e.g., transformation rules, custom mappings, and stored 
procedures) from relational data to XML documents (col. 5, lines 1-28; col. 7, lines 35-50; 
and Fig. 9). For example, Figure 9 of Chau illustrates stored procedures for mapping 
relational columns to XML elements. However, transformations from relational data to XML 
documents are for retrieval purposes and do not teach or suggest update primitives for 
propagating data updates into a relational database. Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 
2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 3 
and 36, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of 
claims 3 and 36 and their dependent claims (claims 4-10 and 1 2*1 8) and allow these claims. 

B. Claims 5 and 38 

The Examiner rejected claims 5 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 5 and 12 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 5 and 38 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of at least one update primitive comprising at least one of a create root element primitive, a 
modify element primitive, a delete leaf element primitive, and a move element primitive. As 
discussed above, Chau does not mention an update primitive, much less a create root element, 
modify element, delete leaf element, or move element primitive. Therefore, in accordance 
with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
against claims 5 and 38. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of claims 5 and 38, as well as the rejections of claims depending from claims 5 and x 
38 (claims 6-10, 12-18, 39-43, and 45-51) and allow these claims. 

C. Claims 6 and 39 

The Examiner rejected claims 6 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 5 and 13 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 6 and 39 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of creating a new unattached root element in a document object representative of a proposed 
data update, as recited in the claims. On page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner cites the 
creating of an XML document (col. 8, lines 7-45 of Chau) against claim 6. However, the 
creation of an XML document does not teach or suggest the claim limitation of creating a 
new unattached root element in a document object. Any teaching of creating an XML 
document in the cited portion of Chau is limited to the composition of an XML document 
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from a relational database, which is entirely different from updating a relational database. 
Moreover, Chau does not contain any mention of the term "unattached." Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claims 6 and 39, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of claims depending from 
claims 6 and 39 (claims 7-10, 12-18, 40-43, and 45-51) and allow these claims. 

D. Claims 9 and 42 

The Examiner rejected claims 9 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 6 and 13 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 9 and 42 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of the move element primitive changing the document object location of an identified 
element of the document object representative of a proposed data update , as recited in the 
claims. The Examiner relies on col. 23, line 65 through col. 24, line 28 of Chau to reject 
claim 9 (page 6 of the Office Action). However, any manipulating of XML documents 
taught in this section of Chau is limited to replacing data values, which is clearly different 
from changing a document object location . Col. 23, line 66 of Chau recites, "replacing XML 
column data/' while col. 24, lines 25-27 of Chau recite, "updating original XML documents 
stored in the XML column by changing the corresponding XML element or attribute value" 
(emphasis added). The replacement of an element's data value is not in any way a teaching 
or suggestion of moving an identified element to a different location in a document object. 
Chau does not even mention the word "move." Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 
the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 9 and 42, 
and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these 
claims, as well as the rejections of claims depending from claims 9 and 42 (claims 10, 12-18, 
43, and 45-51) and allow these claims. 

E, Claims 14 and 47 

The Examiner rejected claims 14 and 47 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
oveT Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 7 and 14 of the Office Action). Applicants have 
amended claims 14 and 47 simply to bring the claims into conformity with the amendments 
to independent claims 1 and 34, respectively. Applicants respectfully submit that amended 
claims 14 and 47 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these references, 
taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation of traversing 
a document object in a child-to-parent direction to build a path expression identifying an 

22 

PAGE 24/34 * RCVD AT 6/6/2005 9:14:38 AM [Eastern Daylight Time] * 8VR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 • DNIS:8729306 * CSID:97271 83946 * DURATION (mm-ss): 14-30 



06/0*6/05 HON 07:19 FAX 9727183946 



VERIZON IP 



-►->-> US PATENT -AMEND @]025 



Docket No.: 00-801 3CIP1 

element in the document object As mentioned above, neither Chau nor Gorelik teaches or 
suggests traversing a document object, much less in a child-to-parent direction. Although the 
Examiner relies upon col. 13, line 38 through col. 14, line 67 of Chau to reject claims 14 and 
47, this section of Chau merely lists elements and attributes of a document access definition 
("DAD"), including user-defined path locations . As discussed above, the use of predefined 
path locations contradicts a traversal operation to determine a path expression. Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claims 14 and 47, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of claims depending from 
claims 14 and 47 (claims 15-18 and 48-51, respectively) and allow these claims. 

F. Claims 20 and 53 

The Examiner rejected claims 20 and 53 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 7, 8, and 1 5 of the Office Action). Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 20 and 53 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik 
because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of determining whether at least one of a type constraint and an attribute 
constraint remain valid, as recited in claim 20. The Examiner relies on col. 5, lines 8-28 of 
Chau to reject claim 20, asserting that this section of Chau teaches "a set of rules for creating 
or manipulating the XML" (page 8 of the Office Action). However, this section of Chau 
merely introduces the XLST language for transforming XML documents (coL 5, lines 20-28) 
and contains no teaching or suggestion of determining whether a type constraint or an 
attribute constraint remains valid. A very general introduction to a set of rules for 
transforming documents does not in any way teach or suggest the claim limitation of 
determining whether a type constraint or an attribute constraint remains valid. Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claims 20 and 53. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of claims 20 and 53, as well as the rejections of their dependent 
claims (claims 21-27 and 54-60, respectively), and allow these claims. 

G. Claims 21 and 54 

The ExamineT rejected claims 21 and 54 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 8 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 21 and 54 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether a cross-reference index is unique within the document object during 
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the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 8, lines 46-67 and 
col. 9, lines 10-20 to reject claim 21 (page 8 of the Office Action). However, the closest 
these passages in Chau come to teaching the limitations of claim 21 is a very general mention 
of validating XML documents using DTDs in a DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19). This 
general reference to validation contains no teaching or suggestion of determining whether a 
cross-reference index is unique within the document object. Chau does not even mention the 
term "cross-reference." Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 21 and 54, and Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the 
rejections of their respective dependent claims (claims 22-27 and 55-60), and allow these 
claims. 

H. Claims 22 and 55 

The Examiner rejected claims 22 and 55 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 8 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 22 and 55 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether a default value is required during the creation of a new element 
during the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on coL 8, lines 46- 
67 and col. 9, lines 10-20, as well as col. 5, lines 28-38 to reject claim 22 (page 8). However, 
these sections of Chau contain nothing more than a very genera] teaching of validating XML 
documents using DTDs in a DTD REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19), which does not in any way 
teach or suggest the claim limitation of determining whether a default value is required 
during the creation of a new element during the step of validating. Therefore, in accordance 
with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
against claims 22 and 55, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their respective dependent claims 
(claims 23-27 and 56-60), and allow these claims. 

I. Claims 23 and 56 

The Examiner rejected claims 23 and 56 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 8 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 23 and 56 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether an enumerated value is required during the step of validating, as 
recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 8, lines 46-67 and col. 9, lines 10-20 to 
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reject claim 23 (page 8 of the Office Action). Again, as discussed above, these sections of 
Chau contain nothing more than a very general teaching of validating XML documents using 
DTDs in a DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19) and do not in any way teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of determining whether an enumerated value is required during the step of 
validating. Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness against claims 23 and 56, and Applicants respectfully request 
that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their 
respective dependent claims (claims 24-27 and 57-60), and allow these claims. 
J. Claims 24 and 57 

The Examiner rejected claims 24 and 57 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 9 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 24 and 57 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of checking a nesting relationship between a former and a new location of an element when 
an element is moved during the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner 
Telies on col. 8, lines 46-67, col. 9, lines 10-20, and col. 14, line 50 through col. 15, line 67 to 
reject claim 24 (page 9 of the Office Action). Again, in relation to validating, these sections 
of Chau contain nothing more than a very general teaching of validating XML documents 
using DTDs in a DTD__REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19). The closest that the passages of Chau 
cited by the Examiner come to teaching a nesting relationship is teaching child nodes (e.g., 
see col. 15, lines 54-67). However, the mere use of a child node does not in any way teach or 
suggest the claim limitation of checking a nesting relationship during the step of validating, 
especially when the claim limitation is considered in the context of checking a nesting 
relationship when an element is moved * as recited in claims 24 and 57. As discussed above 
in relation to claim 9, Chau does not teach or suggest moving an element. Because neither 
Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests the claim limitation of checking a nesting relationship 
between a former and a new location of a moved element during the step of validating, the 
Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 24 and 57 in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their respective dependent 
claims (claims 25-27 and 58-60), and allow these claims. 

K. Claims 26 and 59 

The Examiner rejected claims 26 and 59 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 9 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
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submit that claims 26 and 59 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of checking a quantifier constraint of a nesting relationship between elements implicated by a 
proposed update and determining whether the proposed update violates the quantifier 
constraint, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on coL 15, lines 30-67 and col. 5, 
lines 8-28 to reject claim 26 (page 9 of the Office Action). However, these passages in Chau 
contain no teaching or suggestion of checking for a quantifier constraint or determining if 
there will be a violation of the quantifier constraint. While col. 15, lines 30-38 of Chau teach 
that an XML element is defined in a DTD and can have different numbers of attribute, child, 
and text nodes, there is no teaching or suggestion of a quantifier constraint or of checking for 
a violation of a quantifier constraint. Because neither Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests 
the claim limitation of checking for a quantifier constraint and determining whether there will 
be a violation of the quantifier constraint as recited in claims 26 and 59, the Office Action 
fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against these claims in accordance with 
MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of claims 26 and 59, as well as the rejections of their respective dependent claims 
(claims 27 and 60), and allow these claims. 
L. Claims 27 and 60 

The Examiner rejected claims 27 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 9 and 16 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 27 and 60 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of preventing the propagation step from occurring if the proposed data update fails the 
validation step. The Examiner relies on col. 12, lines 38-54 and col. 13, line 38 through col. 
14, line 67 to reject claim 26 (page 9). As mentioned above, Chau only very generally 
teaches validation of XML documents based on DTDs (col. 9, lines 10-20). However, Chau 
contains no teaching or suggestion of preventing the propagation step from occurring based 
on a validation step. The closest the cited sections of Chau come to teaching this claim 
limitation is a teaching of a validation setting in a document access definition (DAD) (col. 13, 
lines 54-57). This teaching merely discloses that if a validation setting is set to "Yes" in the 
DAD, a DTD identifier (DTDID) must also be specified (col. 13, lines 54-57), which simply 
does not in any way teach or suggest the claim limitation of preventing the propagation step 
from occurring if a proposed data update fails the validation step. Because neither Chau nor 
Gorelik teaches or suggests this claim limitation, the Office Action fails to establish a prima 
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facie case of obviousness against claims 27 and 60 in accordance with MPEP § 2143. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of, and 
allow, these claims* 

M. Claims 32 and 64 

The Examiner rejected claims 32 and 64 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 1 1 and 1 6 of the Office Action). Similar to limitations 
recited in claims 27 and 60, claim 32 recites the claim limitation of preventing the at least one 
proposed update from being loaded into the relational database. Claim 64 recites a similar 
limitation. For the same reasons discussed above in relation to claims 27 and 60, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 32 and 64 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik 
because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of preventing the at least one proposed update from being loaded into the 
relational database. Because neither Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests this claim 
limitation, the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against 
claims 32 and 64 in accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejection of 
dependent claim 65, which depends from claim 64, and allow these claims. 

N. Claims 33 and 65 

The Examiner rejected claims 33 and 65 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Gorelik (pages 1 1, 12, and 16 of the Office Action). Claims 33 and 65 
recite a data type constraint, attribute constraint, link reference constraint, nesting relationship 
constraint, and quantifier constraint. Similar to the reasons given above for patentability of 
the type, attribute, and quantifier constraints recited in claims 20, 26, 53, and 59, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 33 and 65 are not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik. 
Chau and Gorelik, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
constraints recited in claims 33 and 65, much less the comparing of the recited constraints 
against document-type definition requirements, as recited in the claims. Because neither 
Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests these claim limitations, the Office Action fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 33 and 65 in accordance with 
MPEP § 2143, Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of, and allow, these claims. 

O. Claim 66 

The Examiner rejected claim 66 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Chau 
in view of Gorelik (pages 1 6 and 1 7 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully submit 
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that claim 66 is not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik because these references, taken 
either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation of at least one 
update primitive including a create root element primitive, a modify element primitive, a 
delete leaf element primitive, and a move element primitive. The Examiner relies on col. 13, 
lines 1-65 and col. 17, lines 2-52 of Chau (page 17 of the Office Action) to reject claim 66. 
The closest these sections of Chau come to teaching the claim limitations is disclosure of 
insert, update, and delete operations. However, there is no teaching or suggestion of these 
operations being in the atomic form of primitives. Moreover, there is no teaching or 
suggestion of modify or move operations, much less modify or move primitives. 
Because neither Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests every claim limitation of claim 66, the 
Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 66 in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejection of this claim, as well as the rejection of dependent claim 67, which 
depends from claim 66, and allow these claims. 
P. Claim 67 

The Examiner rejected claim 67 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Chau 
in view of Gorelik (page 17 of the Office Action). Claim 17 recites: 

wherein the create root element primitive, the modify element primitive, the 
delete leaf element primitive, and the move element primitive form a complete 
set of operations for transforming any first document object tree into any 
second document object tree, wherein the first document object tree and the 
second document object tree each comply with the same document type 
definition. (Emphasis added.) 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 67 is not obvious over Chau in view of Gorelik 

because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 

claim limitation of the four recited primitives forming a complete set of operations for 

transforming document object trees. The closest Chau comes to a teaching of this claim 

limitation is reference to XLST transformation rules and a standard set of function calls 

referred to as a document object model ("DOM"). However, Chau does not contain any 

teaching or suggestion that their rules and functions include a move primitive. In addition, 

the XLST and DOM websites referenced in Chau do not include any teaching or suggestion 

of a move function, much less a move primitive. Therefore, Chau does not teach or suggest 

the claim limitation of update primitives, including a move primitive, forming a complete set 

of operations for transforming a document object model. Gorelik does not cure this 

deficiency. Because neither Chau nor Gorelik teaches or suggests every claim limitation of 
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claim 67, the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 
67 in accordance with MPEP § 2143- Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of, and allow, this claim. 

New Claims 68-72 Recite Patentable Subject Matter 

Applicants respectfully submit that new claims 68-72 recite patentable subject matter 
for at least the reasons discussed below. 

A. New Dependent Claim 68 

New dependent claim 68 is in condition for allowance by way of its dependency from 
independent claim 1. Nevertheless, claim 68 independently recites patentable subject matter. 
Claim 68 recites: 

68. The method of claim 1 wherein said propagating step further 
comprises: 

translating said proposed data update into a set of update primitives; 

executing said set of update primitives to transform said at least one 
element of the document object in accordance with said proposed data update; 

mapping said set of update primitives to relational operations; and 

applying said relational operations to said data identified by said 
relational identifiers. 

Chau and Gorelik, taken alone or in combination, fail t6 teach or suggest update primitives 
that both transform a document object tree according to a proposed update and are mapped to 
relational operations that are applied to relational data. In contrast, Chau relies upon several 
different types or function calls to perform transformation and mapping operations. For 
transformations of document objects, Chau teaches XLST rules and DOM functions (col. 5, 
lines 8-28 of Chau). However, for mapping operations, Chau teaches custom mappings and 
stored procedures for mapping from relational data to XML documents (Figure 9 of Chau). 
In particular, Chau teaches the use of user-defined mappings that allow users to search and 
retrieve relational data for conversion into XML data. The use of many different types of 
high-level operations appears to directly contradict the claim limitations of using update 
primitives both for transforming document objects and for mapping to relational operations. 
Gorelik does not cure this deficiency of Chau. 

B. New Independent Claim 69 
New independent claim 69 recites: 

69. A method of synchronizing and updating existing data of a 
relational database, the method comprising: 
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receiving a proposed data update from a source external to the 
relational database, said proposed data update being represented by a 
document object; 

translating said proposed data update into a set of update primitives; 

executing said set of update primitives to transform at least one 
element of the document object in accordance with said proposed data update; 

traversing the document object to determine a path expression 
identifying said at least one element of the document object; 

using said path expression to determine relational identifiers 
identifying data in the relational database; 

applying said update primitives to said relational identifiers to form 
relational operations; and 

propagating said proposed data update into the relational database by 
applying said relational operations to said data identified by said relational 
identifiers. 

Applicants respectfully submit that new independent claim 69 recites patentable subject 
matter not disclosed, taught, or suggested in the prior art of record Merely by way of 
example, Chau and Gorelik, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of traversing a document object to determine a path expression identifying an 
element of the document object, as discussed above. In addition, neither Chau nor Gorelik 
teaches or suggests the claim limitation of using the path expression to determine relational 
identifiers identifying data m a relational database. For at least one of these reasons, it is 
respectfully submitted that independent claim 69 is in condition for allowance. 

C. New Dependent Claims 70 and 71 

New claims 70 and 71 are in condition for allowance by way of their dependency 
from independent claim 69. Nevertheless, claims 70 and 71 independently recite patentable 
subject matter. For example, claim 70 recites comparing a proposed data update to a plurality 
of relational tables for validation purposes. Chau and Gorelik, taken either alone or together, 
do not teach or suggest this claim limitation. Chau's only disclosure of a validating function 
checks only a single table referred to as the DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 12-20 of Chau). 
Gorelik does not cure this deficiency. 

Claim 71 recites that the plurality of tables comprises a first table containing item 
metadata, a second table containing attribute metadata, and a third table containing nested 
relationship metadata. Neither Chau nor Gorelik discloses such tables for validation 
purposes. For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 70 and 71 are 
in condition for allowance. 

D. New Dependent Claim 72 
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New claim 72 is in condition for allowance by way of its dependency from 
independent claim 69. Nevertheless, claim 72 independently recites patentable subject 
matter. For example, claim 70 recites the claim limitation of relational identifiers comprising 
a table identifier and a tuple identifier, as well as the claim limitation of the relational 
operations comprising a path expression having the relational identifiers as input. Chau and 
Gorelik, taken alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest relational operations 
comprising a path expression having relational identifiers as input. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claim 72 is in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

All rejections have been addressed. In view of the above, the presently pending 
claims are believed to be in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to pass this application to issue. It is believed that any fees associated 
with the filing of this paper are identified in an accompanying transmittal. However, if any 
additional fees are required, they may be charged to Deposit Account 07-2347. To the extent 
necessary, a petition for extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1 . 1 36(a) is hereby made, the fee 
for which should be charged against the aforementioned account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: June 6, 2005 By_ 




Joel #^11 

Attorney for Applicant 

Reg. No.: 25,648 
Verizon Corporate Services Group Inc. 
c/o Christian Andersen 
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